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Abstract
Objectives: This article reports comparisons of the Giessen Test (GT)
with the NEO-Five-Factor-Inventory (NEO-FFI) based on a dimensional
as well as on a typological approach.
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Thecorrespondenceseemstobesomewhathigher,whenthetypological
approach was used instead of the dimensional approach.
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Zielsetzung:ImvorliegendenBeitrag wirdder Gießen-Test(GT)mitdem
NEO-Fünf-Faktoreninventar (NEO-FFI) verglichen, wobei der Vergleich
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sowohl auf einer dimensionalen als auch einer typologischen Analyse
beruht.
Methode: Die Daten stammen von einer repräsentativen deutschspra-
chigen Stichprobe von 1673 Probanden im Alter zwischen 18 und 96
Jahren.
Ergebnisse:DieErgebnisseverweisenaufnurmittlereZusammenhänge
von0,25-0,61aufSkalenebenezwischenbeidenPersönlichkeitsinven-
taren.DabeiistdieKorrespondenzbeiderVerfahrenuntertypologischer
Perspektive höher.
Schlussfolgerung: Der typologische Ansatz ist weniger abhängig von
deneingesetztenTestverfahrenundstellteineErgänzungdervariablen-
orientierten Betrachtungsweise dar.
Schlüsselwörter:Persönlichkeitsmessung,NEO-Fünf-Faktoreninventar,
Gießen-Test, Persönlichkeitstypen
Introduction
The Five Factor Model (FFM) represents the dominating
model for the description of human personality [1]. It
postulatesfivelargelyindependentandrelativelybroadly
designed personality dimensions: Neuroticism, Extraver-
sion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and Con-
scientiousness. These personality dimensions have
provedtobereliablepredictorsofhumanexperienceand
behaviourinavarietyofdifferentdomains[2].Theapplic-
ability of the FFM for clinical diagnostics has been
demonstrated in various studies [3]. In addition to the
suitability of the FFM for clinical application it has also
proved to be a frame of reference in health psychology
research,asmanyhealthpsychologyconstructsconstitute
combinations of the five dimensions of the FFM.
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tory (NEO-FFI) [4] translated by Borkenau and Ostendorf
[5] is the most frequently applied questionnaire for
measuring the five factors. Although the authors of the
FFM emphasize the usefulness of the model within the
clinical context (e.g. [6]), in German-speaking countries
the questionnaire for measuring the “Big Five” has not
yet become widely accepted in applied diagnostics:
Rather, the Giessen-Test (GT) by Beckmann, Brähler, and
Richter [7] is one of the most frequently used question-
naires for clinical issues as recently shown by Roth and
Herzberg [8]. As far as its concept is concerned the GT
differsfromcommonpersonalityinventoriesasitisbased
on models of psychoanalysis and social psychology.
In order to be able to further elaborate the significance
of personality traits in the clinical context it was claimed
to combine the different procedures for the comprehen-
sionofpersonalityinaunifiedtheoreticalframework([3],
p. 278): “Without reference to a unified framework of
personality, the plethora of constructs and methods of
measuring them pose several problems for the progres-
sionofhealth-relatedpersonalityresearch.”Inthefollow-
ing,wethereforepursuethequestionofwhatdoNEO-FFI
andGThaveincommondespitetheirdifferenttheoretical
concepts. Therefore, both instruments were compared
with each other on the dimensional as well as on the ty-
pological level.
RegardingtheNEO-FFIdifferenttypologieswerepresented
in the last years (e.g. [9], [10]) which proved to be signifi-
cant in clinical studies as well (e.g. [11]). Here, the typo-
logy suggested by Herzberg and Roth [12], which differ-
entiates among five personality types based upon the
NEO-FFImightbeconsideredthemostsolidclassification
at the moment (e.g. [13], [14]). The five prototypes can
be described as follows: Resilients were characterized
by low scores on Neuroticism and high scores on Extra-
version, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness and
moderately positive scores on Openness to Experience.
Overcontrollers had pronounced scores on Neuroticism,
low scores on Extraversion and medium to low scores on
Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and Conscien-
tiousness,respectively.Undercontrollerswerecharacter-
ized by high scores on Neuroticism, moderate scores on
Extraversion,andOpennesstoExperience;andlowscores
on Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Confidents
had medium scores on Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness and moderate high scores on Extra-
versionandOpennesstoExperience.Finally,theReserved
tended to have low scores on Neuroticism, Extraversion,
and Openness to Experience, and moderate positive
scores on Agreeableness and Conscientiousness.
Anessentialadvantageoftheperson-centred,typological
approach is the fact that it goes into the configuration of
personality traits within an individual and thus tries to
describeindividualcharacteristicsonapersonal,holistic
level. Hence, it presents an alternative view to purely
nomothetic,quantitative,variable-centred,andidiograph-
ic,qualitativecase-centredapproaches.Ontheonehand,
the typological approach overcomes the reductionism of
thevariable-orientedapproach,thusallowingconclusions
onapersonlevelandconsidersthevariabilityconcerning
the covariation of variables within groups what corres-
ponds with the complex, multidimensional, and interac-
tionalcharacteristicsofhumanexperienceandbehaviour.
Methods
The present investigation is based on a population rep-
resentativesample(concerningage,educationlevel,and
sex) which is described in detail by Körner et al. [15]. In
November 1999 a total of 1908 subjects aged between
18 and 96 years participated in this investigation. Parti-
cipants were guaranteed that answers would be treated
confidentiallyandanonymously.Theyreceivednobenefits
from their participation. The participants were admin-
istered the NEO-Five-Factor-Inventory (NEO-FFI) by
Borkenau and Ostendorf [5] as well as the Giessen-Test
(GT) by Beckmann et al. [7]. The NEO-FFI captures the
five traits Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experi-
ence, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness with 12
items each and a five-category answer format per item.
The GT captures the six dimensions Social Resonance,
Pliancy, Control, Depressiveness, Reservedness, and
Social Potency with a total of 40 bipolar statements (e.g.
“IgottheimpressionthatIamratherpatient…impatient”)
whose relevance should be rated on a seven-category
scale. For a better comparability of both methods the GT
was not presented in the classic six-factor version but a
five-factorversion(withoutthescaleSocialPotency)which
shows better psychometric characteristics than the six-
factor version and is described in detail by Brähler and
Beckmann [16] and Brähler and Brähler [17]. The sub-
sequent analyses only include subjects whose data re-
cordswerecompleteinbothmethods(N=1673;age:18-
96 years, M=47, SD=16; 54% female; 46% male).
Results
Table 1 shows the comparison of both methods on the
dimensional level. As becomes apparent by the intercor-
relation of the NEO-FFI-scales with the five scales of the
GT, both instruments correspond with each other only
moderately.Indeed,therearenoclearcorrelationsofthe
GT-scaleswiththedimensionsoftheFFM,theconvergent
correlations of both methods range from -.25 for Open-
ness – Reservedness to .61 for Conscientiousness –
Control. The medium convergent correlation over all five
scalesamountsto.48.However,itshowsthatthedimen-
sion Neuroticism on the NEO-FFI is reflected in high De-
pressiveness and a lack of Social Resonance on the GT.
Extraversion on the NEO-FFI is mainly marked by low Re-
servedness on the GT, Conscientiousness primarily cor-
responds with the GT scale Control. On the other hand,
theGTscalesshowonlyweakcorrelationswiththedimen-
sions “Agreeableness” and “Openness”; hence these di-
mensions of the FFM scarcely appear on the GT scales.
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Table 2: Frequency distribution in the GT-prototypes by different Big-Five types
Figure 1: Personality prototypes bases on the GT-scales (characterized by their z-score pattern)
Thefindingssubstantiallyconfirmpreviousstudiesabout
relations between NEO-FFI and GT [15], [18].
In order to realize a comparison on the typological level,
five personality profiles were formed by cluster analysis
of the GT scales, according to the two-level procedure
suggested by Blashfield and Aldenderfer [19]. Here, an
initialpartitionaccordingtothemethodbyWard[20]was
set up followed by a relocation according to the k-Means-
method by MacQueen [21] (see also [10], [11], [13]).
Figure 1 shows the mean (z-standardized) GT profiles of
the resulting five prototypes. These were set in cross-
tabular relation to the five personality types that were
determined by Herzberg and Roth [12] by means of the
NEO-FFI. As shown in Table 2, significant associations of
both distributions are found (chi²(16)=1067, p<.001, con-
tingency coefficient =.62). The κ-coefficient chosen as
dimension of congruency according to Cohen amounts
to κ=.33 (p<.001). This may indicate a moderate corres-
pondence only as well, but there is noticeable overlap
between both typologies.
Discussion and conclusions
In summary, our results allow two different conclusions:
(1) there are only moderate correlations between the GT
andtheNEO-FFIwithnoclearequivalenceoftherespect-
ive scales on both instruments. (2) Clearer associations
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oriented level, than on the variable-oriented level of the
particularscales.Thisresultcouldbeanindicationofthe
fact that personality types whose traits are considered
aspatternswithcertainconfigurations(seeindetail[22])
might be more independent of the instruments used for
their assessment than dimensionally determined traits.
They could tereby cover a larger scope. The typological
description considers the correlations of the particular
dimensionsoftherespectiveinstruments.Therefore,the
resulting multi-dimensional characterization is more
comprehensive and less dependent on the selection of
theassessmentinstruments.Thus,e.g.,thehighDepres-
sivenessincombinationwithmarkedReservedness,high
Pliancy, and low Social Resonance – as found in type 2
– is a constellation of traits whose clinical relevance and
needfortreatmentareobvious.Thevalidityofthetypolo-
gical approach whose usefulness for clinical application
and research has already been demonstrated in first
studies [11] should be investigated in future studies.
Here, the typological research should not be confined to
isolated prototypes, as has happened in medical history
(e.g. type-A behaviour, see [23]) and is happening again
(e.g. type-D personality, see [24]) but it should work on
the basis of an established model of personality – as
being represented by the FFM.
However, it should be noted that the results are limited
by the fact that the NEO-FFI-types as well as the GT-types
are only based on self-report data. Thus, for the time be-
ing, the proposed five-cluster solution is only valid for
measuringthepersonalitybyself-reports.Anotherlimita-
tionofthetypologicalapproachthatshouldnotbeignored
is the possibility that the types resulted in our study are
not culture invariant. While cross-cultural research on
personality traits has revealed that Big-Five inventories
provide reliable and valid measures of personality in a
widevarietyofcultures,theappropriatenessofthecluster
assignment still needs to be established empirically.
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